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or Operation, 103 A.L.R.Sth 339 





The operation of a motor vehicle upon the public highways is not a fundamental right, but only a privilege. | 


Observation: 


Because the right to operate a motor vehicle is not a fundamental one, the state must show only a legitimate interest, rather than 


a compelling interest, to restrict or regulate the right.” 
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The right to use the public highways for travel by motor vehicles is one which properly can be regulated by the legislature in 


the valid exercise of the police power of the state.” 


Owners and operators of motor vehicles have the right to use the public highways on an equal footing with the owners and 


operators of other vehicles.* 


A farm tractor may be used on a highway if it is used solely for agricultural, farming, or manufacturing purposes.” 
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